Social work practice from a strengths perspective is increasingly a preferred mode of practice. In the current environment of managed care in many fields, practitioners are required to measure and document various aspects of client problems and service effectiveness. The problem focus is inconsistent with the strengths perspective, but strengths-based practitioners are not immune from the accountability demands. This paper identifies and evaluates measurement instruments that can be used in practice with families-from a strengths perspective-and will also enable social workers to document service effectiveness.
sure from managed care and other reforms in both publicly and privately funded service systems to document the effectiveness of their services. This increased emphasis on accountability and outcomes has major ramifications for practice, from assessment to termination. One ramification is the need for accepted measures to use in outcome assessment and documentation. For practice from a strengths perspective, the increased emphasis on measurement presents some challenges.
Recently, practice with families from a strengths perspective has been described as creating opportunities for competencies to be learned or displayed, environmental modification, and advocacy (Early & GlenMaye, 2000) . "The social worker and the family form a partnership in defining problems, goals, strategies, and success.… Together the social worker and family member(s) take action, access resources, learn skills, and practice behaviors that they have collaboratively decided will improve the family's life" (p. 120). These strategies encompass an alternative model of problem-solving described as practice that focuses on the desired end-state (goal), creatively uses resources to modify elements of the system, and monitors progress to see that the desired end-state is reached (Ronnau & Poertner, 1993) .
In social work practice from a strengths perspective, several authors have described the need to conduct a "strengths assessment" (Weick, Rapp, Sullivan & Kisthardt, 1989; Ronnau & Poertner, 1993; Early & Glenmaye, 2000) . These and several other works describe the dimensions in which strengths should be sought out (Dunst, Trivette, & Mott, 1994; De Jong & Miller, 1995; Cowger, 1997; Rapp, 1997) . For instance, Ronnau and Poertner describe a family systems approach to assessing strengths, concentrating on areas such as family functions, subsystems, culture, and life cycle. identify the need for assessment of family strengths in overlapping cognitive, attitudinal, and behavioral components, labeled family values, family competencies, and family interactional patterns.
The strengths perspective in social work as a philosophical approach may oppose using measures because of the positivist nature of reducing human experience to preset categories. Further, since many theories of family functioning hold up an unrealistic, idealized characterization of family structure and function, the majority of measures based on these theories are designed to identify deviation from the idealized family, in the form of problems and deficits. Part of the opposition to measurement instruments in the strengths perspective is the overwhelming pathology focus of many instruments. "The strengths approach attempts to understand clients in terms of their strengths. This involves systematically examining survival skills, abilities, knowledge, resources, and desires that can be used in some way to help meet client goals" (Early & GlenMaye, 2000, p. 119) . As many writers and practitioners argue, collecting problem-focused assessment information often is not useful for strengths-based practice. In fact, this type of assessment may present barriers when the social worker Measures for Practice With Families From a Strengths Perspective by Theresa J. Early then attempts to move the intervention toward identifying solutions and building on strengths, often in a limited number of sessions because of managed care and other funding arrangements.
Although these concerns about using measurement instruments are valid, if practice from a strengths perspective is to survive and flourish, practitioners must have ways to meet agency or funder accountability demands that are consistent with the strengths perspective. Measurement instruments do exist that are at least neutral or even positive in stance. This article attempts to identify and describe some measures that could be used for accountability and assessment purposes in strengthsbased practice with families and children in arenas such as school social work, early intervention, child welfare, and mental health. Since practice with families and children may entail interventions directed at the family as a whole, an individual child, or both, this review covers selected measures for families and for children.
Method
The instruments reviewed here were identified through several mechanisms, including review of collections of instruments (McCubbin & Thompson, 1991; Fischer & Corcoran, 1994) , recent social work research on measures for families and children (Tutty, 1995; Combs-Orme & Thomas, 1997; Early, Gregoire, & McDonald, (in press) , and selected practice materials Fraser, 1997) , as well as nomination by research and practice colleagues. Instruments are included in the review based on having acceptable psychometric properties and having either an explicit strengths focus or the capacity to measure both strengths and weaknesses in relatively equal measure. The latter measures were included because of the small number of instruments that have been constructed exclusively from a strengths perspective. The search was for instruments to measure various aspects of child and family functioning for use in assessment and outcomes measurement in strengths-based practice.
Strengths-Based Measures for Families
One of the primary sources for measurement instruments for strengths-based social work practice with families is Supporting and Strengthening Families . The Family Resource Scale (FRS) (Dunst & Leet, 1987) , the Family Functioning Style Scale (FFSS) (Deal, Trivette & Dunst, 1988) , and the Family Support Scale (FSS) (Dunst, Jenkins, & Trivette, 1984) are collected in this important work in early intervention and family support; all have an explicit strengths focus. An additional measure with a strengths focus is the Family Empowerment Scale (FES) (Koren, DeChillo, & Friesen, 1992) .
Family Resource Scale
The FRS, developed for use in early intervention programs, measures tangible and intangible resources that are considered important for families with young children (Dunst & Leet, 1987) . It consists of 30 items that are rated on a five-point scale of the extent to which each resource is adequately met for the family. Higher scores indicate greater adequacy; lower scores indicate needs. The resources are roughly ordered from most to least basic and include major components of both internal and external supports, such as food, shelter, financial resources, transportation, time to be with family and friends, toys for the children, and vacation or leisure.
The items of the FRS are reliable and the measure itself is moderately stable over time. In terms of validity, the FRS has face validity; that is, it seems to measure what it intends to measure (resources). In addition, total scores on the FRS are correlated with scores on similar measures, the Personal Well-Being measure, and the Commitment to Intervention measure.
As part of a strengths assessment, the FRS could be used to identify areas in which the family is successfully meeting needs. The FRS also could be used to quickly identify areas for intervention targets or goals, as well as an outcome measure when program goals include families being able to meet their needs. The tone of the measure is consistent with the strengths perspective in that it asks a family member to evaluate, from her or his own perspective, how well various common family needs are met on a "month-in, month-out" basis. The instrument is readily available, in that it may be copied or reproduced without permission, with proper acknowledgment and citation.
Family Functioning Style Scale
The FFSS, developed from research on strong families, is intended to measure family strengths (Trivette, Dunst, Deal, Hamby, & Sexton, 1994) . It consists of 26 items that assess the extent to which an individual family member (or two or more completing the scale together) believes the family is characterized by different strengths and capabilities. Ratings are on a five-point scale from "not at all like my family" to "almost always like my family." The measure yields five scales: interactional patterns, family values, coping strategies, family commitment, and resource mobilization.
The authors report testing the internal consistency of the FFSS in assessing its reliability. Both split-half and average correlations among the 26 items indicate an internally consistent measure. Validity also has been investigated in a number of ways. Criterion validity was assessed in relation to the Family Hardiness Index (FHI), with total scores on the FFSS correlated fairly strongly (r = .62) with total scores on the FHI. Predictive validity was assessed in relation to the Psychological Well-Being Index (PWI) (a measure of personal wellbeing) and the mastery and health subscale of the Family Inventory of Resources and Management (FIRM) (a measure of family well-being). Elevated FFSS scores were related to fewer family-related health problems on the FIRM, fewer indications of negative affect on the PWI, and a better overall sense of personal wellbeing on the PWI. These are all indications that the instrument is measuring the intended constructs associated with family strengths.
In practice, the primary use of the FFSS is as an assessment measure, to identify sources of strength the family uses. Interventions, then, could be built on those strengths. The FFSS also could be used as an outcome measure, as some of the items represent attributes that could be modified, such as interactional patterns and coping strategies. This instrument also may be copied or reproduced without permission, with proper acknowledgment and citation.
Family Support Scale
The FSS is a measure of social support for families. It consists of 18 items designed to assess the degree to which potential sources of social support have been helpful to families, on a five-point scale from "not at all helpful" to "extremely helpful." Potential sources of support range from particular family members to various professionals and service providers with whom the family may be involved.
Reliability of the instrument is reported to be fairly high both in internal consistency and split-half methods. The measure is quite stable in the short-term (one month, r = .91) and fairly stable longer-term (one year, r = .50).
The scale authors report factor analysis that yielded five factors or sources of social support: informal kinship, spouse/partner support, social organization, formal kinship, and professional services. In assessing criterion validity in relation to the Questionnaire on Resources and Stress (QRS), correlations obtained between the FSS and the QRS were moderate and in the expected direction, with higher levels of support on the FSS associated with lower levels of personal and family problems.
The FSS could potentially be used as an assessment device (to identify major sources of support for a family and untapped, potential sources of support), for intervention planning to increase social support, and as an outcome measure in determining the success of mobilizing formal and informal supports. The FSS may be copied or reproduced without permission, with proper acknowledgment and citation.
Family Empowerment Scale
The FES was developed to measure empowerment specifically in families with children with emotional disorders (Koren, DeChillo, & Friesen, 1992) . Empowerment is an explicit goal of many interventions for this population and fits more broadly with the strengths perspective as well, in its emphasis on clients being active in their own change efforts and capacity for competence (Early & GlenMaye, 2000) . The FES consists of 34 items designed to reflect three levels of empowerment (family, service system, community/political) in statements about personal attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors. The respondent rates each item on a 5-point scale from "not true at all" to "very true." Examples of the statements include: "I feel my family life is under control," "I make sure that professionals understand my opinions about what services my child needs," and "I know the steps to take when I am concerned my child is receiving poor services." Scores are derived for the three levels of empowerment (family, service system, and community/political).
The reliability of the FES has been analyzed in several ways. The internal consistency of the levels of sub scores is strong (ranging from r = .87 to .88). Reliability is also reflected in short-term stability over time (3-4 weeks).
The scale authors identified several efforts to document the validity of the measure, including classification of the items by independent raters and factor analysis to check for agreement with the conceptual framework. They report an acceptable level of agreement using both of these means. The authors also describe an initial attempt to see whether scores on the measure differentiate between groups that are different in terms of behavioral indicators of empowerment. Subscores on the measure discriminated parents who were involved in each type of advocacy activity from those who were not.
The FES could be used as both an assessment and an outcome measure, especially in programs that have empowerment of family members as goals. At assessment, responses to the various items could indicate both strengths (knowledge, attitudes and skills the family member already has) and potential targets for intervention. The FES is available from the authors.
Other Measures for Families
The remainder of the instruments reviewed for families are the Parental Strengths and Needs Inventory (Strom & Coolege, 1987) , the Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & Wilson, 1982) , the Parent Perception Inventory (Hazzard, Christensen, & Margolin, 1983) , the Family Assessment Device (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, 1983) , and the Family Assessment Measure (FAM-III) (Skinner, Steinhauer, & Santa-Barbara, 1983) . Each of these is briefly described below. Although these measures do not reflect strengths exclusively, each has some capacity to be used in practice from a strengths perspective.
Parental Strengths and Needs Inventory: intended to measure parenting efficacy (Strom & Cooledge, 1986 ; cited in Combs-Orme & Thomas, 1997, and in Strom, & McCalla, 1988) . This measure could be used in assessment to get a sense of areas of parenting that are strengths, and as an outcome measure of changes in parenting attitudes or strengths.
Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale: intended to measure intergenerationally the communication dimension of the Circumplex Model of family functioning (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen & Wilson, 1982) . Although this scale is not a strengths-based measure, it could be used to assess strengths in communication between parents and adolescents. Likewise, it could be used as an outcome measure, to gauge changes in communication that result from interventions with adolescents, parents, or families.
Parent Perception Inventory: intended to measure children's perceptions of positive and negative parental behaviors (Hazzard & Christensen, no date; Hazzard, Christensen & Margolin, 1983) . This measure could be used in assessment, to understand a child's perspective on the parenting environment, as well as an outcome measure when an intervention intends to change the parenting environment in some way.
Family Assessment Device (FAD): intended to measure a number of instrumental, emotional, and psychological, aspects of family functioning, including problem solving, communication, roles, affective responsiveness, affective involvement, and behavior control.
The Family Assessment Measure (FAM-III): measures the same aspects of functioning as the FAD, but allows for looking at the functioning of an individual within the family as well as total family functioning.
Measures for Children
As with family functioning, the most commonly used measures for practice with children are problem checklists and the like. However, recent efforts have resulted in development of several instruments that are not strictly pathology-based. The Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale (BERS) (Epstein & Sharma, 1998 ) was developed from an explicit strengths focus and normed on groups of children identified with emotional/behavioral problems and a nationally representative sample of children without such identified difficulties. The School Success Profile was developed from a risk and resilience perspective. The Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990 ) reflects a broad assessment of social behavior including problembehavior and academic-competence.
Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale
The BERS measures children's behavioral and emotional strengths. The measure consists of 52 items rated as to the extent to which each behavior is present or absent for the child. The scale is to be completed by an adult who is knowledgeable about the child (a parent, teacher or other caregiver who has known the child for several months). The measure produces an overall strengths quotient and five subscales: interpersonal strengths, family involvement, intrapersonal strengths, school functioning, and affective strengths. Raw scores are converted to standard scores for the overall and subscale scores, which allows for comparison among the subscales to identify relative strengths and weaknesses. Two sets of norms are provided for comparison of a child's scores: a national representative sample of schoolage children (NEBD) and a national sample of school-age children with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD).
Interpersonal strengths is the child's ability to control his or her emotions or behavior in social situations. Family involvement reflects a child's participation in and relationship with his or her family. Intrapersonal strengths captures a child's perception of his/her competence and accomplishments. School functioning is a measure of the child's school competence and classroom performance. Affective strengths measures the extent to which a child accepts affection and expresses feelings.
In the development and testing of this instrument, various studies have been undertaken to assess reliability and validity. The measure has been demonstrated to be consistently reliable as to its content, over time, and across raters. Internal consistency of the total scale (strengths quotient) and subscales are strong. Test-retest reliabilities are also high. Interrater reliability coefficients ranged from .83 for interpersonal strength to .96 for family involvement, with the coefficient for the strengths quotient at .98 (in a sample of males attending an alternative school in Illinois, rated independently by nine pairs of special education teachers). A recent study that investigated ratings by teachers and parents found a great deal of agreement on all of the subscales except intrapersonal strength (Friedman, Leone, & Friedman, 1999) . The authors' conclusion is that children's strengths are stable across situations and that parents contribute important assessment information beyond what teachers can offer.
The BERS was subjected to empirical validation procedures during development. From an earlier, longer version of the measure, items were deleted if they did not discriminate between children with emotional disorders and children without emotional disorders. Therefore, by design, content validity is high. Criterion-related validity has been assessed by comparing ratings on the BERS with ratings on other established measures of the same constructs. The total strength quotient correlated at r = .77 with the Walker-McConnel Scale of Social Competence and School Adjustment-Adolescent Version. BERS subscale correlations with total scores on the Walker-McConnel ranged from r = .36 (family involvement) to r = .78 (interpersonal strength) (correlations with the other three BERS subscales were between r = .61 and r = .68). These are strong measures of association between the two instruments. Comparisons with the Self-Perception Profile for Children are also adequate. The BERS strength quotient correlated r = .57 with the Scholastic Competence score, and r = .61 with the behavioral conduct score of the Self-Perception Profile for Children.
The BERS is designed as an assessment instrument. The prosocial nature of the items lend themselves easily to intervention planning from a strengths perspective, identifying behaviors to be strengthened and strengths present to build on. The BERS could be used as an outcome measure of change in behaviors described on individual items, scale scores, or the total strengths quotient. The BERS is available from PRO-ED.
Other Measures for Children
Two other instruments, although not developed from a strengths perspective, are noteworthy for usefulness in eliciting strengths as well as identifying problems.
School Success Profile (SSP): operationalizes protective and risk factors in the areas of neighborhood, school, friends, and family. The SSP is an assessment instrument and an outcome measure. It is unique in its ecological approach, tapping youth perspectives on their social environments as well as their own competencies.
Social Skills Rating System (SSRS): intended to measure skills in the areas of cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-control of children and adolescents (Gresham & Elliott, 1990 ). The SSRS is particularly suited to assessment and intervention planning. It evaluates the presence of specific, prosocial behaviors and the significance of these behaviors for the rater (parent, teacher, or student). Behaviors that are in the student's repertoire are strengths. The SSRS also is suited as an outcome measure, as practice from a strengths perspective aims to enhance competence. The SSRS is sensitive to positive changes in the identified behaviors.
Discussion
This review is an attempt to collect measurement instruments that could be used in practice with families from a strengths perspective. It should be noted that the review is limited to self-report instruments, since an important aspect of practice from a strengths perspective is obtaining clients' views of their situations (strengths, functioning, resources). In contrast, Gilgun (1999) has provided a set of instruments developed from a risk and resilience perspective, for clinicians to document family risks and strengths from a clinical perspective.
Of the 12 instruments identified and described here, five are from an explicit strengths perspective (FSS, FRS, FFSS, FES, and BERS). These instruments are clearly consistent with practice from a strengths perspective. Although the remaining instruments may contribute information about strengths, the social worker practicing from the strengths perspective would want to pay close attention to their use and interpretation to avoid introducing a problem focus.
For instance, the PACS (Olson, et al., 1982) the FAD (Epstein, Baldwin, & Bishop, (1983) and the FAM-III (Skinner, Steinhauer, & Santa-Barbara, 1995) are all developed from models of family functioning that assume a "normal" or normative family exists (Weick & Saleebey, 1995) . This assumption is in contrast to the strengths perspective's assumptions that value strengths in all families (Early & GlenMaye, 2000) . Appropriate use of one of these instruments would be based on paying special attention to the more positive attributes of family functioning that the instrument can identify. The intervention would build on these strengths. Areas of family functioning not identified as strengths could be explored as potential areas to target intervention, if the family desires change in one or more of the areas. The practitioner would use the instrument to identify questions to explore with the family, instead of answers about the family.
Several of the instruments facilitate gathering information from different family members, which can be very useful since different members often have different experiences that need to be explored and honored. Additionally, two of the three instruments for children have the capacity to obtain perspectives of teachers or other professionals who know the children well: the BERS (Epstein & Sharma, 1998) and the SSRS (Gresham & Elliot, 1990 ). School is a major part of children's social environment, and what happens at school for a child often affects every other aspect of the child's life. All of the measures for children obtain information about the child's school experiences in some way. Additionally, the SSP ) obtains information about the child's experiences beyond family and school to neighborhood and community. These measures add a great deal to practice in reflecting an ecological perspective in this way.
Case Example
The following example demonstrates how several of these instruments might actually be used in practice in completing a strengths assessment:
The Bowers family consists of Cindy, a White 34-year-old, and her two children, 11-year-old Bruce and 5-year-old Jennifer. Cindy left home at the age of 20 to get married and gave birth to her son, Bruce, 3 years later. Cindy has been divorced from Bruce's father for about 8 years now. Since her divorce, Cindy has had several boyfriends, one of whom is the father of Jennifer. Neither of her children have contact with their fathers. Jennifer is an outgoing kindergartner who demands much of her mother's attention. Bruce is small for his age and extremely shy. He is in the fourth grade, 2 years behind his same-age peers. Cindy and her family have recently moved from a trailer park to a duplex near one of the best elementary schools in town. Bruce's teacher, Ms. Lerner, has contacted Cindy to express her concerns about Bruce's schoolwork. Cindy and Ms. Lerner agree to meet, and the teacher decided to include Julie Lewis, the school social worker, in the meeting. Cindy arrives at the school as classes are dismissed and children are boarding buses or being picked up by their parents. Ms. Lewis meets her in the hallway outside the social work office and offers to take Bruce and Jennifer to the afterschool program in the cafeteria. Cindy agrees, relieved that someone else will watch Jennifer, who otherwise would make the meeting difficult.
When Ms. Lewis returns from the cafeteria, she explains that her role is to help Cindy and Ms. Lerner figure out what needs to be done to help Bruce. In order to do that, she needs some background information from each of them, so she asks Cindy to answer some questions on a couple of forms-the Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale as the questions pertain to Bruce, and the Family Support and Family Resource scales. Ms. Lewis asks Ms. Lerner to complete the BERS pertaining to Bruce as well.
Glancing over the two BERS forms, Ms. Lewis notes that Cindy and Ms. Lerner have rated Bruce similarly in many areas. The items reflecting strength in school functioning are rated as "not very like" Bruce, except that Cindy rates his completing homework and studying for tests as "very much like" Bruce. Another discrepancy in ratings is school attendance, with Cindy rating regular attendance higher than Ms. Lerner rated it. Ms. Lewis makes a mental note to discuss these differences. Turning to the FSS and FRS, Ms. Lewis notes that Cindy's primary sources of support in raising her children are her friends and her relatives other than her parents. She also rated as "sometimes helpful" church members and professional helpers. On the FRS, Cindy has rated most of the basic resources as "usually or almost adequate," as well as the resources around time for the family to be together and time to spend with her children. Several resources are also rated as "seldom or not at all adequate," including a good job, someone to talk to, and money for savings or to buy things for herself.
Ms. Lewis thanks both Cindy and Ms. Lerner for filling out the forms and asks Cindy's permission to discuss them with Ms. Lerner. Cindy indicates that it is okay to share the information, so Ms. Lewis describes her observations. She says, "On the one hand, Ms. Bowers, you and Ms. Lerner see many of Bruce's strengths very similarly, including his ability to express and accept affection, his listening to others, his smiling, and his reacting to disappointments in a calm manner. I am getting a picture of a boy who is pleasant to work with. On the other hand, I notice that although Ms. Bowers reports Bruce is studying and working on homework at home, Ms. Lerner rates these two areas as not at all like him." Cindy and Ms. Lerner each confirm how they have rated Bruce in these areas. Ms. Lerner offers, "Since you say that he is working on homework and studying at home, I certainly have to take your word for it. But this effort doesn't show up much in the classroom. I wonder if there is something going on that keeps his studying from being effective. Maybe we should ask the school psychologist to test Bruce's learning abilities. In the meantime, though, maybe we could get one of the volunteer tutors from the college to spend some time with Bruce. Bruce really can be a sweet kid, and I'm sure one of the young men would want to work with him; maybe he could help Bruce improve his study skills."
As this brief example illustrates, a social worker can use the measurement instruments described in this article to get a quick picture of areas of strengths in functioning and resources at both the child and family levels. The social worker in this example pointed out to the client and to the other professional involved some of the strengths of the child. She also pointed out discrepancies between how the mother rated her son's athome preparation for school and how the teacher rated this area. The teacher was able to accept the information the mother offered, perhaps because the social worker had already pointed out several of the child's strengths about which the mother and teacher agreed. The social worker also pointed out that the child's strengths made him a pleasant student with which to work. This may have sparked the teacher's idea of assigning a tutor to work with Bruce.
The measures used also identified various sources of social support the client was using, as well as an overall picture of the resources she was at the time able to rely on. She had support from a variety of sources, although there also were some gaps in her support system. Given more time, the social worker could try to build on the family's supports. For instance, perhaps one of Cindy's friends who was already supportive could help with the 5-year-old so that Cindy could more closely supervise Bruce's homework. Perhaps a friend or family member could help Cindy reconnect to her church, since it had previously been a source of support for her. Cindy reported some support from her involvement with the mental health center, but still rated "someone to talk to" as an area of concern. Perhaps the social worker could help Cindy connect with another parent, the PTA, or a parent support group, in order to improve her resources in this area.
As Ronnau and Poertner (1993) have described the use of the strengths perspective with families, the measures here can assist the practitioner to focus on the desired end-state or goal, through obtaining family members' perceptions of how they want their family to function, how they want to communicate, or what behaviors they want to exhibit. These measures also can be used to identify elements of the system (family and environment) to modify, as well as monitor progress to see that the desired end-state is reached. Using measures such as these can help social workers meet client needs and accountability demands. More importantly, if used sensitively, these instruments should not introduce a pathology focus into the interaction between social worker and family, but should identify strengths on which to build.
